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a Mongolian and outdated name for it: ‘we must treat Cafaia as a distinct
discursive construction’ (p. 5). Indeed, there was much confusion about whether
China and Cataia were the same place, and not until the mid-seventeenth century
was it decided that they were; thus it is anachronistic to treat the word Cataia from
before this time as if it meant China: it did not. What Cataian actually meant to the
Elizabethans was a person whose threats or boasts were not to be believed, and it
came from (1) the exaggerations of European travellers about such places as the
mythically wonderful Cataia, and (2) Ludovico Ariosto’s Cataian princess
Angelica in Orlande Furioso who was not to be believed, and a lost Elizabethan
play called Sir John Mandeville that Henslowe’s Diary shows was popular in
early 1593 and which presumably popularized that traveller’s stories (pp. 7-8).
Billings traces Cataian in the glosses to various editions, and especially how
Lewis Theobald's, Thomas Hanmer's, and William Warburton’s insight that it
meant an unreliable European’s report of the East got displaced by Steevens’s
racist explanation that it meant an unreliable person from the East (pp. 9-17), and
thence through the words chosen by translators of Shakespeare into a foreign
language. including (ironically) those translating into Chinese (pp. 18-20).
Finally for SQ, John Considine, *“Thy bankes with pioned, and twilled brims™: A
Solution to a Double Crux’ (SQ 54({2003] 160-6), solves a crux in The Tempest:
the correct reading is ‘bankes with pioned, and twigged brims’ (IV.i.64). Pioning
is excavating (what a pioneer does) and it produces sloping banks of earth, hence
it is suitable to the banks in the form of an adjective. pioned. Twilled should be
rwigged because it suits the needed sense and occurs in Arthur Golding's
translation of Ovid's Metamorphoses (one of the play’s sources) and in the same
context of plants growing by water. Forced to explain how -gg- got mistaken for -
II-, Considine strains a little but does not push his claim beyond the bounds of
possibility.

Unusually. an article in Poerics Today was relevant to this review. In "Gadamer
and the Mechanics of Culture’ (PoT 24[2003] 673-94), Douglas A. Brooks links
Shakespeare to Hans-Georg Gadamer via a basic misreading of the Folio
preliminaries. After ten pages of asserting that Gadamer anticipated where we are
now in matters textual, Brooks writes that the Folio title-page phrase ‘Published
according to the true originall copies’ is a claim ‘not employed on the title page of
any other collection of plays published in early modem London’ (p. 685).
Actually, the title page of the 1647 Beaumont and Fletcher folio claims that its
contents are ‘published by the authours originall copies’. If Brooks sees a
difference between those, he declines to mention it. Equally slippery is Brooks’s
claim that the printed page was ‘essentially unstable’ because no two pages of a
given printed edition “are identical’ (p. 687). Well, strictly speaking no two things
of any kind are exactly identical, but plenty of books appeared in editions
containing pairs of copies in which page after page have the same letters and
punctuation marks in the same order. I suspect that Brooks is referring to variants
within print runs caused by stop-press correction, but he is wildly overestimating
the frequency of variants if he thinks that every page of every copy routinely
differed from its fellows. Brooks reads Heminges and Condell's exhortation to the
Folio peruser to buy (*what ever you do, Buy’) as being self-interested, worrying
about ‘their purse’ (p. 689). There is in fact no reason to suppose that Heminges



SHAKESPEARE 339

and Condell stood to gain from sales: the publisher’s money was at stake. not
theirs (p. 689). As happens so often that she must have considered changing it,
Katharine Eisaman Maus's name is repeatedly misspelled as ‘Katherine (pp.
691, 693).

Edward Pechter, ‘What’s Wrong with Literature?” (TPr 17[2003] 505-26).
argues that, due to misguided ideas about radicalism and theatrical anti-elitism,
the New Textualism undervalues the literary in relation to theatre. In essence this,
like Eme’s, is an argument for a revaluation of Shakespeare’s literariness,
although like Brooks's it is marred by misspelling (Nevill Coghill becomes
*Neville’, p. 509). The argument that the short quartos are theatricalized (cut for a
fast pace, losing the wordy stuff not needed in the theatre) is. Pechter claims,
based on an impoverished sense of what the theatre can do. Fourth acts are often
reflective (and female) acts, and cutting there (as many shortened versions do)
does not just increase the pace, it changes the gender balance (pp. 509-15). Thus
we should not be afraid to laud the plays’ literary qualities. Politics also gets in the
way: we arc supposed to reject the literary as conservative and elitist and the
theatrical as radical and demotic, but in many cases to support Q because you
think it more radical than F is to give up F's more interesting political material
such as the complexities of Henry V’s heroism and Desdemona and Emilia’s
discussion of the gender double standard. Moreover. the claimed Romantics’
idealization of solitary authorship just is not true: they did not so idealize it
(pp- 520-1).

Carl D. Atkins, ‘The Application of Bibliographical Principles to the Editing of
Punctuation in Shakespeare’s Sonnets’ (SP 100{2003] 493-513), argues that we
should not treat punctuation as less important than the words when modernizing
Shakespeare’s Sonners), The argument begins with a contradiction that mars the
whole thing. for Atkins is not ‘denying ... [the] assumption’ that punctuation
might be scribal/compositorial and yet he thinks that editors should be just as
careful ‘about emending accidentals as they are about substantives® {p. 493). If
one accepts that they are accidental, there is no sense in respecting them. Atkins
points out that for the Sonners the 1609 quarto is all we have to go on regarding
the punctuation, and he rightly observes that, if an author expected a printer to put
his punctuation right for him, an authorial manuscript might, paradoxically. be
further from the author’s intention than a printed text made from that manuscript
(p. 494). The punctuation we find in Shakespearian early printed texts might be
following a logic of its own that we do not necessarily need to disrupt, such as
marking for breath rather than logic. This is clearly mistaken: we must disrupt
that logic if we are to put Shakespeare into good modern English that uses
punctuation for sense, not breathing. Atkins cannot believe that compositors
would put punctuation in at random—actually, they might to justify a line—but of
course he accepts that they made random errors, and he holds that we should
apply the same standards to punctuation as to other parts of the text: firstly
deciding if what we have is in error (in relation to contemporary usage. not ours),
and if it is we must decide how the error came about. Atkins insists that we should
never emend where to do so would be to assume that the compositor added
punctuation where none was in his copy (pp. 497-9). It would be interesting to
hear what Atkins thinks compositors did with authorial copy like Hand D of
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Sir Thomas More, which is almost entirely unpunctuated, although Atkins’s
knowledge of printing generally is weak. For example, in a footnote (p. 499 n. 27)
Atkins tells the reader to ‘remember that the compositor set his work in his stick
upside-down and backwards’, which would be quite a trick if anyone could do it.
The truth, of course, is that the letters are upside-down but nonetheless left-to-
right. Atkins (or his printer) also consistently misspells ‘forme’ as ‘form’.

Atkins dismisses MacDonald P. Jackson’s compositor attributions on the
grounds that they require changes of shift within a forme. which he (citing Philip
Gaskell's primer on bibliography) thinks unlikely; in fact if the compositors were
doing other work at the time such a change would not be surprising at all. Atkins
decides that it is impossible for a compositor to choose punctuation marks during
setting, so they must have been written into the copy during "proofreading or
casting off’ (p. 502). Centainly they could be added during casting off, but not
during proof-reading: 1 suspect that Atkins mistakenly thinks this means the
reading of copy but in fact it means the reading of what has been printed. In
another mistaken footnote (pp. 501-2 n. 37) Atkins thinks he can tell that the
outer forme of C was printed before the inner forme, as it has an ‘error’ (an
unwanted comma in the running head on one page) that is not on the inner forme.
His principle is that such an error could not be introduced during skeleton reuse,
only corrected, and thus C-outer with the error was printed before C-inner without
the error. This is not so: error can be introduced during skeleton reuse because the
type easily pies. Since a period was a perfectly acceptable mark to end the running
head with (since it appears on others in the book) a comma could have been
introduced to replace a space lost when the skeleton’s type was partially pied.
Atkins suggests some emendations of Sonnets that editors have overlooked but
that are strengthened by an assumption that the punctuation is as reliable as the
substantives; none is unreasonable. nor are any especially better than what other
editors have done with the problems (pp. 503-13). The two blank lines within
parentheses after sonnet 126, Atkins thinks, arose because the casting-off was
made on the assumption that a sonnet has fourteen lines, and when the compositor
came to set this onc he found it had only twelve lines, so he added the two
parenthesized blank lines rather than have ‘an ugly blank space’ (p. 512). | should
have thought this a splendid means to draw attention to the supposed printing
error rather than a device to conceal it.

Kenji Go, ‘'The Bawdy “Talent” to “Occupy” in Cymbeline. The Complaint of
Rosamond, and the Elizabethan Homily for Rogation Week’ (RES 54[2003] 27—
51), argues that in Cymbeline 1.vi.79-81 the word ‘talent’ means vagina. In this
case, lachimo says (and Go interprets) ‘yet heaven'’s bounty towards him [that is,
the big penis that Posthumus has} might | Be used more thankfully [rather than
putting it in whores of Rome, as he does]. In himself "tis much: | In you [that is,
your delightful vagina), which I count his, beyond all talents’ (pp. 29~31). In
Samuel Daniel's The Complaint of Rosamond (published 1592) ‘talent’ means
vagina, and in the context of an argument about how sexual sinning with a king is
not really sinning at all—because he is God-like—that alludes to Isaiah 1:18,
which speaks of God making red sins white again. Also, the Daniel reference uses
‘author’ to mean king (or God), just as does, many times over, ‘The Homily for
the Days of Rogation Week’, which also refers to the biblical Parable of
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the Talents. Daniel’s poem has the collocation ‘author ... redeem ... sanctifies’,
which would have reminded readers of the Anglican catechism for the
confirmation ceremony (‘who hath made ... redeemed ... sanctifies’) (pp. 32—
5). In the collocation of 'lot ... cast into ... lap’ Daniel’s poem echoes Proverbs
16:33, and what follows is an allusion to Jove's showering gold into Danac’s lap
that strongly suggests that the good fortune that befalls Rosamond (the king
fancying her) is the work not of untrustworthy Fortune but of sanctified
Providence. The same point about distinguishing Fortune from Providence is the
point of the second part of the homily for Rogation Week (pp. 36-8). Daniel’s
poem also alludes to the importance of seizing the moment, which is the subject
of the third part of the homily for Rogation Week. which quotes the Pauline
exhortation in Ephesians 5:16 to ‘redeem the time’; this same phrase appears in
Daniel’s poem. Furthermore, ‘the world’ gets used in the poem just as it does in
the homily. as something not to be thought of by godly Christians. The homily
goes on to allude to the Parable of the Talents in connection with aduitery,
implying (again) that ‘talent’ means vagina (pp. 39—41). In the Bibles of Daniel’s
and Shakespeare’s time, the servant who traded the five talents to make five more
‘occupied with’ them (the King James has ‘traded with’), and this word “occupy’
was of course also a bawdy term. Yet ‘occupy’ was also in the homily for
Rogation Week: ‘we shall make account for that which God gives us to occupy’
and so get the praise that befell the good servant in the Parable of the Talents.
With the recent change in the meaning of the last word occupy (mentioned in the
1600 quarto of 2 Henry IV, sig. D4"), this threatens to become an extended pun
since what God gives us are our talents, our sexual organs. The 1611 Authorized
Version of the Bible changed ‘occupy’ to something else wherever it might be
misconstrued as having a human person as its object (pp. 45-51).

Just one article from PBSA is relevant to this review, *“What 7 Will: Mediating
Subjects: Or, Ralph Crane and the Folio’s Tempest” (PBSA 97{2003] 43-56), and
in it Vernon Guy Dickson finds a sliver of evidence about spelling from which he
makes just a little capital. Dickson begins with the uncertainties that currently
dominate textual studies, and responding to Werstine's work on distinguishing
Ralph Crane’s habits from compositors’ habits reviewed here two years ago,
Dickson hopes to offer a little certainty regarding elisions of the phrase [ will;
more than 1.600 times the Folio has Ile, 1,200 times it is / will, I'll only three
times and only in Measure for Measure, and I'le twenty-seven times, of which
twenty-one are in The Tempest plus two in The Two Gentlemen of Verona, two in
Measure for Measure, one in The Winter’s Tale, and one in Henry VIII (pp. 44—
5). This list almost matches the list of plays printed from Crane manuscript: The
Tempest, The Two Gentlemen of Verona, The Merry Wives of Windsor, Measure
Jor Measure, and The Winter's Tale. Henry VIII Dickson discounts as an
aberration: the words there means isle not I will. (So, contrary to his terminology,
it is not the same word at all, just the same string of letters.) Dickson does not
know why The Merry Wives of Windsor has no uses of I'le.

After the Folio was published, I'll, which was pretty rare before, became the
standard shortening (according to the ‘Helsinki Corpus’, which admittedly misses
much of the evidence), and thus /'le in Crane Folio plays might be his own /le on
its way to becoming I'll (pp. 46—8). When one analyses /'ll and I'le usage by
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compositor, the man Taylor calls ‘D?(F?)" has by far the highest usage of /'le over
{le (16 against 39 times) and compositor C is also pretty high (7 against 175),
while the other men massively favour lle over I'le. Confusingly. Dickson calls
these “higher ratios of /le to I’le use’ (p. 49) but they are not, they are relatively
low ratios of Ile to I'le, being ratios of about 2:1 and 25:1 against their fellow
compositors’ ratios of about 300:1 and some infinities (that is, never using I'le).
Dickson decides to confine himself to The Tempest, which was set by compositors
B, C, and D?(F?). They all use all three variants (lle; I'le. and I will) although
D2F?) is responsible for the majority of the play’s I'le occurrences. Compositors
B and C seem, on other evidence, to deviate from copy. while D?(F?) seems likely
to follow copy, which here would seem (this is all tentative) to be copy that
contains Crane’s (relative) preference for I'le (pp. 49—50). Werstine showed that
the distinction of compositor D from compositor D?(F?) might just be an effect of
different copy on one man, and indeed it is likely that (as Werstine showed)
Crane’s practice itself has produced ‘the recent scholarly splintering of
Compositor D’ (p. 52).

Last year was noticed the first volume of a new annual book, the
Shakespearean International Yearbook. which had a cover date of 1999.
Abstracting services show that two more volumes (volumes 2 and 3. dated 2002
and 2003 respectively) have appeared, but I have been able to get hold only of
volume 2 [2002]; the third volume will be noticed next year if it is received. Stop-
go production of volumes is not sufficiently confusing to defeat well-trained
librarians, cataloguers, and indexers. so the periodical’s editors invented a new
confusion-inducing anomaly by giving volume 2 [2002] the same volume title
(‘Where Are We Now in Shakespearcan Studies?’) as volume 1 [1999]; such
ingenuity warrants a peculiar kind of admiration, An entire section (‘Text.
Textuality and Technology’) yields.only two articles of interest. In the first, **And
stand a comma™: Reinterpreting Renaissance Punctuation for Today's Users:-’
(S7Y 2[2002] 111-26), Ros King exhorts editors to pay more respect to the
punctuation and lineation of early Shakespeare printings because they might not
in fact be corrupt. After a longish disquisition on the biblical origins of
punctuation systems, King remarks (as she did in a book chapter reviewed here
three years ago) that the colon joined as well as separated clauses and should not
be modernized to a period (p. 115). Even line-endings are punctuation of a kind.
since Shakespearian actors are trained to stress the last word of a line. (True, but
should they be?) King inveighs against zditorial relining to fit Shakespeare into
strict iambic pentameter, and cites David Bevington objecting to it. but ignoring
Werstine's demonstration that interesting, non-metrical lineation is usually not
Shakespeare’s but his compositors’ (‘Line Division in Shakespeare’s Dramatic
Verse: An Editorial Problem’, AEB 8[1984] 73-125). King takes an exchange
between Antony and Caesar (I11.i.28-36) and attempts to show that the
unmetrical short lines in F are better than the editorially relined versions because
they are in fact not incomplete but ‘completed by silence’ (p. 120). There follow
more, fairly convincing, examples of how King would preserve F's lineation
while altering the punctuation to convey what was originally meant by the lines
(pp. 121-4), but the problem here is subjectivity. King is entitled to think certain
editorial choices are not as good as the ones she makes—and she certainly has
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a good ear—but not to complain about those choices unless she has a method for
making better choices. and she has not. Indeed, that here King records her work as
dramaturg to an English Shakespeare Company production of Antony and
Cleopatra indicates that the possibilities she is exploring are not closed down to
practitioners. More power to her elbow.

In the second of the new periodical’s two relevant articles, ‘New
Conservativism and the Theatrical Text: Editing Shakespeare for the Third
Millennium’ (S7Y 2{2002] 127-42). Richard Proudfoot surveys the situation in
Shakespeare editing from an Arden perspective, with particular reference to
editors’ engagement with theatricalization and what the New Textualism (which
he calls ‘new textual fundamentalism’, suggesting dogmatism) is bringing about.
Proudfoot claims that for his landmark Folio facsimile Charlton Hinman chose
pages to show ‘only the corrected states of variant formes’ (p. 130), which is true,
but he chose not by forme but by page. Hinman, Proudfoot notices, missed one:
d2d” shows a tumned ‘I’ in ‘*hollow’ in Titus Andronicus (TLN 1223) that got
corrected. For some reason, having given the correct date of Hinman's book on the
previous page. Proudfoot wrongly gives is as 1967. There is no equivalent to the
Folio facsimile for the quartos, of course, because Kenneth Muir and Michael
Allen’s collection does not give a proper collation and they chose texts not by
textual status but by convenient place of custody, and the Malone Society’s series
is as yet incomplete. Proudfoot is undoubtedly right to remind us that we have New
Bibliography to thank for all the great facsimile books of the twentieth century
(p- 131). These days. editors by and large do not establish ‘the text’ from the early
textualizations; rather, they accept one of those textualizations in roto (p. 133).

Proudfoot surveys key moments regarding theatricalization that Arden 3
editors have had to address in a range of plays (pp. 135-9). including the
questions ‘Does Lavinia stoop to using “thee™ when taunting Tamora?’ (‘to try
[thy] experiments’, Titus Andronicus 11.iii.69); ‘Does Juliet stoop to using
‘zounds’ when asking her Nurse to make it clear who has died?" (‘Brief sounds’
or ‘Brief, zounds’, Romeo and Juliet 11Lii.51); and ‘Does Miranda call Caliban
“Abhorred slave” in reference to his rape attempt? (Tempest 1.ii.353). For the
last, Proudfoot outlines the circularity of arguing from character (giving or not
giving her this speech inakes her character and to a lesser extent makes Prospero’s
100) and gives his reasons for thinking that the lines do actually belong to
Prospero. However, as Proudfoot points out, our current gender politics make us
want Miranda to say the lines just as previous generations’ gender politics made
them want Miranda not to say the lines. Proudfoot ends with a suggestion for a
new Kind of edition (based on what Stephen Booth did with his Sonners edition):
each opening has a facsimile page on one side and modernization on the other, so
that less explaining of the alterations would have to be done. Ironically, the New
Textualism (with its insistence on making an edition of an existing textualization)
makes this possible even for multi-text plays, because each early textualization
would be done separately rather than picked from eclectically. Also. rather than
giving editors’ names in the historical collation, Proudfoot suggests using date of
publication in order to show what changed from age to age (pp. 140-1).

In respect of Studies in Bibliography, the slippage between cover date and date
of actual delivery to libraries remains wide, and the volume for 2001 has just been
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delivered. It has one article of interest, ‘A Funerall Elegye ... Not ... by W.S.
After All’ (SB 54[2001] 157-72), in which Jill Farringdon uses what is called
cusum analysis to confirm that Funerall Elegye is not by Shakespeare but by John
Ford, and to announce that the dedication to it is by someone else again.
Farringdon makes the absolutist claim that hers is an objective method of analysis
that can show that Funerall Elegye is ‘certainly by one author’ (p. 158). Anyone
not blinded by the mists of stylometry can see the absurdity of this claim: any
writer might ask a friend to supply the odd word, and no test can hope to caich
this. As is often the case in print, the URL for a web-based introduction to
Farringdon’s work is wrongly given as ‘http://members.aol.com.qsums” when it
should be “http://members.aol.com/qsums’ (p. 160 n. 14). Anticipating
incredulity. Farringdon rather embarrassingly brags that the cusum analysis
that she is using was invented by A.Q. Morton, "Fellow of the Royal Society of
Edinburgh and a Retired Minister in the Church of Scotland’, and that it has been
used in court (pp. 160—1). So indeed has the *ear-print’ evidence left behind at the
scene of a burglary, and its ‘forensic’ champions talked a judge and jury into
believing that it was as distinctive as a fingerprint; the poor innocent they
convicted. Mark Dallagher, has since been released without an apology.
Farringdon's cusum method is based on the proportions of function words that
constitute a large part of what we say and write and yet are a tiny fraction of our
total vocabulary (she offers the, and, of, in, 1, a, to, you, my, is, that, and he as
examples) and she thinks that, because writers as-different as Dylan Thomas and
Henry Ficlding have more or less the same words as their most frequently used,
“This surely confirms the usefulness of using these vocabulary items for
recognizing authorship® (p. 161). No. it does not confirm that: there are
punctuation marks that are even more widely shared, but that does not make them
distinguishing items. That all humans have ears does not mean that ‘ear-prints’
are distinctive.

Farringdon's tone gets increasingly tense as she goes on to describe media
moments.of triumph and disaster for the cusum method. She reveals that the tests
rely on frequency of function words and on sentence length, but is rather sparing
of the details. Importantly, she does not address the problem that a peculiar class
of writers called dramatists are highly developed in their ability to invent the
characteristic speaking of persons whose existences they have imagined for the
purposes of entertainment. A dramatist writing a scene between a wordy pedant
and a simpleton will write a mix of long and short sentences and sentences with
lots of hard words and sentences with lots of easy words; the ‘habits’ of this writer
are not his own but those of this creations. Having decided that the dedications to
Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece are “authentic Shakespeare’. and
having asserted again that cusum has nothing to do with style, Farringdon admits
that she had to leave ‘What I have done is yours; what I have to do is yours, being
part in all 1 have, devoted yours™ (from the dedication to Lucrece) out of the
process because it is ‘an anomaly’ in that it ‘departs so far from natural utterance’
and so upsets the graphs (p. 164). I wonder if Farringdon thinks the dedication’s
first sentence is closer to what she calls ‘natural utterance’: “The love I dedicate to
your lordship is without end, whereof this pamphlet without beginning is but a
superfluous moiety’ (p. 164).
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Farringdon talks the reader through her graphs, but she does not actually
describe the cusum technique at all, It works like this: find the average sentence
length (in number of words) for the block of text. For each sentence, take the
actual sentence length from the average, thus giving a positive number for short
sentences and a negative number for long sentences. This produces a series of
positive and negative numbers (S, to S,), of which the cusum series is (Sy),
(Sy + S2), (Sy + Sz + S3), up to (S) ... + S,). Say one takes a block of seven
sentences whose sentence lengths are, in wrn, 8 words, 8 words, 9 words, 5 words,
6 words, 7 words, and 6 words. There are 49 words in total, so the average
sentence length is 7 words (49 words divided into 7 sentences). The differences
from the average are, in turn, —1, —1, —2, 2, 1, 0, and 1. Adding these
cumulatively gives — | (= first number). —2 (= first two numbers added
together). —4 ( = first three numbers added together), —2 ( = first four numbers
added together), —1 (= first five numbers added together), — 1 ( = first six
numbers added together), and 0 ( = all seven numbers added together). A cusum
series always ends with zero because the total of differences from the average
must sum (o zero, since that is how an average is defined.

A cusum graph, then, is a trace showing how much variation there is in
particular writing habit (here, sentence length) across the text, but presented so
that at any one point the roral variation so far from the block’s eventual norm is
visible. This is not, it should be noted, a new stylometric method—it depends
on the old technique of counting sentence length, word length, and so on—only
a new way of presenting the numbers that the counts produce, The same
counting can be repeated for any habit, such as use of two-, three-, and four-
letter words, Farringdon's claim (based on Morton’s) is that for a single writer
the plot of roral variation so far of one habit (say. sentence length) should be
the same shape as the plot of total variation so far of another habit (say, use of
two-, three-. and four-letter words). allowing for rescaling of the Y axis
between the two plots. In other words, one writer’s pattern of deviation from
her own norm in one fcature should be the same as her pattern of deviation
from her own norm in the other. If the pattern of fotal variation so far in respect
of one feature does not have the same shape as the pattern for the other feature,
Farringdon says that ‘the sample may be safely assumed to the [sic] “mixed”
utterance, or non-homogeneous’. | cannot tell if she means that the sample may
be assumed to be "mixed’. nor whether ‘or’ is used here to mean ‘also known
as’: or is non-homogeneity an alternative explanation for the difference between
the patterns? Stylometry stands generally accused of failing 1o explain itself in
plain English, and this sort of thing shows why. Next Farringdon attaches the
four sentences of the Venus and Adonis dedication to the four sentences of the
Rape of Lucrece dedication to make an eight-sentence block. (She wrote earlier
that she was excluding one sentence ‘as anomalous. That would leave seven
sentences, but the chart clearly shows that she used eight.) Farringdon shows
the cusum charts for this combined block and indeed the sentence length and
the ‘3 and 4 letter words and words starting with a vowel’ habits do vary from
their own norms in ways that have the same shape. That the two habits change
together is, claims Farringdon. a sign that the author of the combined block is
one person (p. 165).
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Next Farringdon puts bits of Funerall Elegye into the blocks of Shakespeare,
and shows that this makes the charts (of cusum sentence length and another
chosen habit) diverge. It must be remembered that even when the text is whoily
by Shakespeare the charts’ lines only sit on top of one another when you rescale
the Y axis for one of the charts and not the other: a mismatch might only be a
failure to rescale properly. Indeed, in Farringdon's Figure 4 the two lines do
indeed look like they would match up if only one had its Y axis rescaled.
Moreover, this figure shows the lines for a block of four sentences from Venus and
Adonis followed by four sentences from Lucrece followed by five sentences from
the Funerall Elegye dedication, and the noticeable mismatch occurs before the
Funerall Elegye part (p. 166). That is, the mismatch happens within the purely
Shakespearian section. Did Farringdon (or the journal’s editors) think the reader
would not notice? More convincing:is Figure 5. where the obvious mismatch
happens in the Funerall Elegye bit, but nonetheless the mismatch has certainly
started by the end of the twenty-fourth sentence (that is. within the Shakespearian
block) and thereafter the mismatch-is not great (p. 167). Likewise Figure 6 (for
fifteen sentences of Funerall Elegye followed by thirty sentences of The Tempest)
shows clear mismatch before the end of the Funerall Elegye part. Trying Funerall
Elegye with Ford’s known work, Farringdon finds a clear match and hence her
primary conclusion that the Ford attribution is correct (p. 168). The problem of
Farringdon's dodgy charts gets worse as she now starts inserting the foreign
material not at the end of the block but in the middle. (No explanation for this
change of method is given, nor how it relates to the overall stylometric rationale.)
Farringdon’s Figure 9, showing ‘Ten sentences of the Elegye with its:dedication
inserted. at sentence 6, is labelled (at sentence 6) ‘insertion causes separation’,
which is why she claims that the dedication was not by Ford. Yet anyone looking
at the chart can clearly see there was separation at sentence 4 and at sentence 5
and that the lines come together again thereafter so that at sentences 8 (the
inserted dedication), 9 (the inserted dedication), and 12 (back to the poem) they
are united (p. 17). The conclusions of this article should not, on this evidence. be
trusted. and the whole thing brings no credit'to Studies in Bibliography.

David M. Bergeron, ‘All’s Well That Ends Well: Where Is Violenta?” (EIRC
29[2003] 171-84), argues that excising the character Violenta from All's Well
That Ends Well is a decision that editors should at least defend with an argument.
The opening stage direction of II1.v in the Folio text s ‘A Tucket afarre off | Enter
old Widdow of Florence, her daughter Violenta and Mariana, with other Citizens’
(TLN 1602). There are no lines for Violenta in the scene, but there are for a
character called Diana who is not mentioned as entering, so one might simply
think that Violenta equals Diana. Bergeron surveys the editorial treatment of
Violenta (usually, simple removal) and argues that her being silently present can
be in itself an important function. Afier all, if we are removing silent figures, why
not remove ‘the whole army’ who troop across the stage in this scene (pp. 171-
7)? The obvious answer is that their stage direction gives them something to do—
troop across the stage—while Violenta has nothing to do or say. Bergeron has one
piece of real argument to offer (pp. 178-9). We know that the group of women
that begins IILv is Old Widow, Mariana, Diana, and (entering to them after a few
dozen lines) Helen, because they all talk, and perhaps there is a silent Violenta



SHAKESPEARE 347

with them, Near the end of the scene the Old Widow invites Helen to eat with her
and Helen asks that ‘this Matron, and this gentle Maide’ should join them too and
‘Both’. answer ‘Wee’'l take your offer kindly’ (TLN 1729). Who is meant by
‘Both’? As Bergeron points out, the Old Widow and her daughter Diana do not
need permission to dine at their own house, so the ‘both’ has to be two other
people: therefore. it is Mariana and another, and hence Violenta is present.
Fatally, Bergeron has mistaken the nature of Helen's offer. which is not just to pay
for everyone's dinner but also to bestow ‘some precepts’ on ‘this Virgin® (that is,
Diana), so Mariana (‘this Matron’) may be saying thanks for the dinner invitation
and Diana ('this gentle Maide’) for the offer of words of wisdom from a pilgrim.
Bergeron thinks that Violenta highlights the limitations of New Bibliography,
with its Platonic ideals of textual purity. I would respond that this is not
Platonism: editors who remove Violenta hold that Shakespeare himself would
have removed her had he realized what he had done. The ideal is not in an ethereal
realm but in potential reality. Bergeron says that the authorial manuscript by
reference to which Stanley Wells and Gary Taylor for the Oxford Complete
Works edited the play is one ‘that the editors have imagined’ (p. 181). They
imagined its particularities, for sure (since it is lost), but not its existence: that
there once was one is a certainty.

The 2003 issues of The Library contained nothing of interest to this review. It is
difficult to track the output of the journal TEXT: An Interdisciplinary Annual of
Textual Studies, the subtitle of which is needed to distinguish it from a journal of
the same name in a sister discipline. Volumes 12 and 13 of the journal TEXT are
dated 1999 and 2000 on the title pages and their copyright notices, but volume 14
is dated 2002 on its title page and its copyright notice and volume 15 is dated
2002 on its title page and 2003 on its copyright notice. Presumably, volume 14
should have been dated 2001 (‘2002’ being simply an error) and volume 15 was
meant to appear in 2002 but actually slipped out a little late; one can put what one
likes on a title page but a copyright notice has legal force and must needs admit
what really happened. The two latest volumes—14 [2001] and 15 [2002]—
contain no articles of interest noticed here; volume 16 [2003] will be noticed
when it appears. In Shakespeare Newslerier, Bernice Kliman, Cum notis
variorum”: A Nineteenth-Century “Restorer” of Shakespeare’s True Text: David
Maclachlan’s Hamlet” (ShN 53[2003] 15-16), reports on the fairly wild
emendations made by editor David Maclachan in his 1888 edition of Hamlet,
presumably arising from her work on the New Variorum edition of that play.

In the Times Literary Supplement, Brian Vickers argues (under a cryptic title)
that A Lover’s Complaint is not by Shakespeare but by John Davies of Hereford
(‘A Rum *Do™, TLS 5253[2003] 13-15). The poem just does not sound
Shakespearian—there is some poetic ineptness unlike him—and its only
connection with Shakespeare is that Thomas Thorpe printed it in the 1609
Sonnets quarto that may or may not have been authorized. The poem does have
certain rather Spenserian things about it, including the setting, particular images,
and the form, and especially pleonastic do (hence this article’s title?). Vickers ran
some words and phrases from A Lover’s Complaint through LION: maund,
Jorbod, affectedly, rocky heart, and fell rage. The only person who uses all five is
John Davies of Hereford (1564—1618). A Spenser imitator. Davies was fond of
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pleonastic do and (like the Lover’s Complaint poet) had a host of almost risible
tricks to make a rhyme work. Davies was an avid coiner of words that no one took
up, and certain overdone images such as love-letters in blood are common to
A Lover’s Complaint and Davies and are not found elsewhere. A Stationers’
Register entry for 3 January 1600 has a book called ‘Amours by JD.” entered at the
same as ‘certen oy " [other] sonneres by WS." entered to Eleazor Edgar, which
initials might be for J{ohn] D[avies] and W([illam] S[hakespeare], although
Vickers wisely does not press this point else he would have to explain Edgar’s
possession of copy for Shakespeare’s Sonnets.

Finally. to Notes and Queries. Paul Hammond, Sources for Shakespeare’s
Sonnets 87 and 129 in Torrel’s Miscellany and Puttenham’s The Arte of English
Poesie’ (N&Q 50[2003] 407-10), finds where Shakespeare got certain poetical
phrases and rhymes. Sonnet 129 owes a debt to a sonnet by Lord Vaux in Tottel’s
Miscellany [1557], sharing language about infection, and about the dissatisfaction
that ensues upon the consummation of hotly pursued lust. expressed by figures of
asyndeton or brachylogia (both meaning the suppression of conjunctions, so list-
making) such as ‘perjured, murd’rous, bloody, full of blame, | Savage. extreme,
rude, cruel. not to trust’. There is a similar poem (a response? a copy?) in George
Puttenham’s The Arte of English Poesie [1589] that seems to have given
Shakespeare the adjectival phrase ‘not to trust’, which occurs in sonnet 129—in
both poems it is at a line ending—and nowhere else in contemporary literature.
Shakespeare copied Puttenham'’s deserving/swerving rhyme for his sonnet 87 (it
occurs nowhere else in poetry of the time), and also seems to be showing that he
can do the verse form tricks that Puttenham is illustrating. In the first of four
articles this year, Thomas Merriam, ‘Correspondences in More and- Hoffman’
(N&Q 50{2003] 410-14), claims that the stylometry in Vickers's book
Shakespeare, Co-author (reviewed here last year) concerning the hands in Sir
Thomas More was flawed by his failure to do the proper ‘negative check’. Vickers
was wrong to endorse the claim that one can distinguish Henry Chettle’s part of
Sir Thomas More from Munday’s on the basis of its use of rwixt, nere, yond. and
Jor 10 that Chettle was supposed to prefer and others not. In fact, in the only
certain Chettle play, The Tragedy of Hoffman. there is no twixt, four nere, no
yond, and one for 0. But there is a for to in Munday's John a Kent, so the
evidence is just that use of nere (p. 410). Vickers picked up the four words he
thought were markers of Chettle from Jowett’s work on what Chettle (presumed
by Jowett on other evidence to be the writer at this point) does in Sir Thomas
More, so the argument is circular.

Likewise, Jowett’s hunch that Chettle’s liking of the words hurr and remedy
could be a possible way to distinguish him from Munday becomes, in Vickers’s
hands, a'much stronger distinguisher than Jowett meant it to be. Also, some of Sir
Thomas More's uses of hurt and remedy come directly from Holinshed and
should be discounted (p. 411). Merriam agrees with Jowett's view that many of
these allegedly distinguishing traits (and others including certain rhyme pairs) are
useless because others writers have them too; like poor Dallagher’s “ear-print’
they are common to many. Merriam points out that ‘negative checking’ (making
sure an alleged similarity between known-author-text-A and unknown-author-
text-B is not simply a commonplace) using LION is frustratingly awkward
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because of original spelling, using as his illustration the fourteen ways that ro thee
could appear (p. 414). In this, Merriam is mistaken, since the search ‘to? FBY.1
th??" would catch all of these because the wildcard character *?” stands for "0 or 1
occurrences of any character’. To be fair, the online documentation provided with
LION is also wrong on this point, claiming that *?" stands for just one occurrence
of any character. That is not what computer programmers (to whom such things
are everyday affairs) would expect the character to mean and it is not indeed what
the LION database software (written by programmers) actually does with this
term. To illustrate this, one might try a LION search for ‘m??n’, which according
to the documentation should return only four-letter words but in fact returns three-
letter words (such as man. men) as well as four-letter words (such as mean, moan).
The only flaw in my suggestion for Merriam’s search would be that one would
have to eliminate the false positive ro them, but that is easily accomplished with a
logical NOT. Merriam includes ye as a form of thee which in fact one might want
to isolate, but if not it could easily be incorporated with a logical OR.

Horst Breur, in “Hamlet’s “Dram of Eale™ Reconsidered” (N&Q 50[2003)
416-19), thinks that Hamlet's ‘dram of eale’ should be ‘dram of gall’. Whatever
it is a dram of, it should be a concrete noun not an abstract thing like evil (because
‘dram’ suggests concreteness). The speech is about slander, and what is used to
slander? The tongue. That is what makes humans serpent-like. and their
equivalent of a serpent’s poison is their gall, so the solution to the *dram of eale’
crux is “dram of gall’. Breuer decides to ‘leave it to the handwriting specialists’
(p. 419) whether that is a likely misreading. but one does not have to be a
specialist to see that with most hands it is a pretty unlikely confusion. It requires g
to be misread as e and { to be misread as e too. The latter is not too hard in many
secretary or italic hands, but in both the former error (g to ¢) is most unlikely as
the descending loop of g is pretty clear, and to read such differing letters as g and /
as both being e is hard to do too. It would, I suppose, have been a little less hard if
for some reason the g were a capital. Thomas Merriam’s second note, “Taylor’s
Method Applied to Shakespeare and Fletcher’ (N&Q 50[2003] 419-23), argues
that Gary Taylor's function-word tests to discriminate Shakespeare from Fletcher
can be refined, and the refinement used to more accurately apportion their shares
in Henry VIII. Taylor’s ten function words used in the Textual Companion to the
Oxford Complete Works do not distinguish Fletcher from Shakespeare
particularly well. When you have two known authors. you can pick your
function words to be ones that their habits diverge over and that each dramatist is
personally consistent about. For Shakespeare and Fletcher the good words are all,
dare, hath, in. must, sure. and too. Once you know the standard deviation—how
often Shakespeare himself will use a function word unusually often (for him) or
unusually infrequently (for him)}—you can say how likely it is that the frequency
observed in a particular play will be a normal occurrence within the work of the
given writer, and hence how likely that in fact it is not that writer's (anticipated)
unusual behaviour, but the behaviour of another writer (p. 420). Doing the
function word frequency testing for the thirty-six Shakespeare Folio plays. and a
handful of Fletcher's, the Fletcher ones often show frequencies that would be
highly anomalous for Shakespeare (p. 421). So much so, in fact, that by far the
most plausible explanation is that they are not by Shakespeare (and indeed we
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know that they are Fletcher plays). Dividing Henry VIII up the way that James
Spedding does and testing each separately by this function-word method, the
Shakespeare parts come out like Shakespeare and the Fletcher parts come out
mostly not like Shakespeare. so that is a confirmation of Spedding’s division.
Readjusting the boundaries between Shakespeare’s and Fletcher’s parts of Henry
VIII, however, we can get Shakespeare’s parts to come out like Shakespeare and
Fletcher's to come out totally unlike Shakespeare, so this division of the shares is
even better than Spedding’s (p. 422). Merriam gives his usual Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) diagram showing how the populations (Shakespeare
plays and Fletcher plays) occupy different regions of the grid. and as usual he
does not explain PCA well (p. 423).

Merriam's next note, “Though This be Supplementarity. Yet There is Method
In't’ (N&Q 50{2003] 423-6), also makes slight adjustments to the boundaries
of the Fletcher and Shakespeare shares in Henry VIII. but by a different method.
Merriam starts by citing Gordon McMullan's Arden 3 edition of the play in
order to mock the editor’s closing statement about the two dramatists’
‘supplementarity’, and to claim that the use of the word conscience challenges
McMullan’s position. Conscience occurs twenty-four times in the play, the
highest in the canon and twice as high as the count for the next highest use,
Henry V. Charting usage of all, are, conscience, did, "em, feminine endings,
find, from, hath, in, is, it. lietle, -ly. must, now, sure, they, ’tis, too, and
elsewhere, Merriam is able to produce a chart in which positive slopes roughly
cormrespond to Shakespeare sections and negative slopes correspond to Fletcher
sections, Merriam calls the chart a ‘cumulative sum’ graph, which sounds like
the technique described above in relation to Farringdon's article, but it appears
to be simpler than that: Merriam seems to have divided the current total count
for all the features being watched for by the current line number, so that the
slope is always either going up (when there is a hit) or down (for every line
where there is not) (p. 423). Looking at each use of conscience and whether it is
ironic, there is a good fit between the ironic/non-ironic distinction and the
Shakespeare/Fletcher distinction as attributed by Spedding and Jonathan Hope.
That is, it looks like Shakespeare is almost always ironic in his use of
conscience in this play, and Fletcher is almost always non-ironic. Using the
chart that Merriam thinks shows Shakespeare’s preference for the twenty-one
features listed above, Merriam proposes that Shakespeare was always ironic
with conscience in this play (we know he used it to mean vagina, because of the
con-fcunt pun) and Fletcher never was, and hence that the dividing lines
between the two dramatists’ shares of the play need to be altered slightly to
accommodate this (p. 434). The alternative is for criticism of the play to
interpret the evidence conceptually (as McMullan has)—to give Fletcher some
ironic moments that really belong to Shakespeare—and thereby in fact,
according to Merriam, blunt the sharp Shakespearian wit (p. 435).

Charles Cathcart's amusing note, ‘Histriomastix, Hamlet, and the
“Quintessence of Duckes™ (N&Q 50[2003] 427-30), claims that the play
Histriomastix alludes to Hamlet's "quintessence of dust’ speech with one about
the ‘quintessence of ducks’. In Every Man Our of His Humour, Jonson has
Fastidius give a speech that uses ‘apprehension’, ‘angellical’. ‘quintessence’,
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*the verie christall crowne of the skie’, and “delights’, and hence sounds like it is
making fun of Hamlet's ‘I have of late ... quintessence of dust’ speech. We know
that Every Man Out of His Humour is complexly linked to Histriomastix, and the
simplest explanation for what seems to be two-way traffic between those plays is
that Every Man QOut was first performed, then Histriomastix mocked it, then extra
material was written for Every Man Out to mock Histriomastix in turn. In
Histriomastix Velure and Lyon-rash enter ‘with a water-spaniel and a duck’ and
Vourchier says ‘One of the goodliest Spaniels I have seene’ to which Lyon-rash
responds ‘And heer’s the very quintessence of Duckes’, which is an allusion to
Hamlet’s talk about man as the paragon of animals. Cathcart ends by trying to
work out how this might fit into Marston’s career. if he did indeed write
Histriomastix (p. 430). Katherine Duncan-Jones, ““Three partes are past’: The
Earliest Performances of Shakespeare’s First Tetralogy® (N&Q 50[{2003] 20-1),
has evidence that /. 2, and 3 Henry VI were in performance before the mid-1592
playhouse closure, and that Richard III was not. In 1593 Giles Fletcher’s Licia, or
Poems of Love was published, and it included a poem about Richard 1II that
begins ‘The Stage is seL. for stately matter fitte, | Three partes are past, which
Prince-like acted were. | To play the fourth, requires a Kingly witte, Else shall my
muse, their muses not come nere. | Sorrow sit downe. and helpe my muse to sing,
| For weepe he may not, that was cal’d a King'. Duncan-Jones thinks this must
refer to the three Shakespearian Henry V1 plays and an anticipated play (set up for
in 3 Henry VI) about Richard III (the fourth). ‘Their muses’ indicates (as we
already suspected) that the works were not all by one dramatist. The book is dated
in its epistles to September 1593. The ‘clouds that loured over our house’ in
Richard HII could allude to clouds of pestilence that had so long loured over (and
kept closed) the playhouse.

Adrian Streete, ‘Chrysostom, Calvin. and Conscience: More on King Richard
11, 1iii.222" (N&Q 50{2003] 21-2), thinks that Queen Margaret’s ‘The worm of
conscience still begnaw thy soul’ (Richard Il 1.iii.222) contains an idea (the
‘worm of conmscience’. which is not proverbial) from the work of John
Chrysostom. but in phrasing from John Calvin’s Insritutes of 1561.
Specifically, it is Book 1. chapter 2: ‘the worm of conscience gnaweth them’.
That chapter is about how one cannot entirely blot out one's feeling for the
Godhead. not matter how sinful one is, which suits Richard III who wakes from
his sleep crying ‘Jesu!” and speaking of the ‘coward conscience’. J.J.M. Tobin,
‘Dr Pinch and Gabriel Harvey' (N&Q 50[2003] 23-5), has evidence that in The
Comedy of Errors Shakespeare borrowed from Nashe. The Comedy of Errors
IV.iv has ‘Heart and good will ... not a rag of money’, which is in Nashe's
Strange News [1592] as a phrase used by Gabriel Harvey’s dead brother. Tobin
puts this together with some other collocations from the same two places (the
nearby pages of Strange News and the scene from The Comedy of Errors) to argue
that, aithough Dr Pinch in The Comedy of Errors is not necessarily supposed to
evoke Gabriel Harvey. the play draws on Nashe's Strange News and Pinch might
have been performed ‘with voice, grimace. posture, and even perhaps clothing to
suggest Harvey” (p. 25). R.W. Maslen, ‘The Taming of the Shrew and The Image
of ldleness’ (N&Q 50[2003] 25-7), notes that Petruchio’s particular means of
subduing his wife in The Taming of the Shrew is not the usual one in stories of
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taming, and that Shakespeare may have got it from the wife-taming story
The Image of Idleness [1556], which advises treating wives like falcons, The trick
is to let them think they are doing their own bidding. and wives also can be tamed
by the husband feigning madness made to seem consequent upon the failure to
follow a special diet ordered by a physician (as Petruchio claims to be under when
he throws his food away).

Thomas Merriam'’s final note, ‘More and Woodstock” (N&Q 50[2003] 27-31),
argues that the feminine-ending. evidence in Sir Thomas More has not been
sufficiently recognized in the debate about the play's authorship and date. The
play has a strikingly high proportion of lines with feminine endings: between
about 15 per cent and 25 per cent of all lines, depending on how strict you are in
what counts as a feminine ending. An average of 2] per cent is a reasonable
figure. and only The Merry Wives of Windsor (dated 15978, at 22 per cent) and
Woodstock (date uncertain, at 21 per cent) come close it to. If MacDonald
P. Jackson is right in dating Woodstock to the early seventeenth century, then
Sir Thomas More is ‘isolated and anomalous’ regarding its high proportion of
feminine endings in the early 1590s. The data from the Shakespeare Authorship
Clinic at Claremont McKenna College might help here, for they give the rate of
feminine -endings (plus fifty-six other linguistic variables) in 112 plays. Of the
linguistic variables, seventeen seem to be significantly correlated to the date of
play composition (that is, they fairly consistently get more common or less
common as time goes on), so we can assume that these variables (or rather, the
first principal components of them taken together) form a continuum and let
the dates be derived from them (p. 29). This should give an independent check on
the dating, This confirms that Sir Thomas More dates from about 1593 and
Woodstock from about 1605. Supporting this conclusion is a graph that suffers
from a familiar Merriam problem identified in previous years: the horizontal axis
must be incorrectly labelled since it rises. left to right, in steps of 0.2 until it gets
close to zero, then it skips one step. Also, moving in steps of 0.2 it cannot be right
for the central label to be 0.5 (must be 0.4 or 0.6). Merriam uses ‘can not’ where
he means ‘cannot’. The former has the sense of ‘it is possible not to’, as might be
said by cricketers sent 1o Zimbabwe and considering their options (‘we can not
play the game’) whereas the latter has the sense ‘it is impossible to’, as black
cricketers used to find in racist South Africa (‘we cannot play the game’).
Merriam ends with the observation that if the Additions to Sir Thomas More are
ten years or so later than the original composition, it is odd that Addition 1, in
Hand A (Chettle’s), has a low proportion of feminine endings (2 per cent) that is
generally characteristic of the early 1590s, not the early 1600s (p. 31).

A.B. Taylor, ‘Golding and the Myth Underlying Hermia's Dream’ (N&Q
50[2003] -31-2), thinks that the serpent that Hermia dreams is at her breast
(A Midsummer Night's Dream 1Lii.151-6) comes from Arthur Golding’s
translation of Book 4 of Ovid's Metamarphoses, the punishment of Ino by juno
and the Furies. Hermia's dream is obviously phallic—Lysander tried to sleep with
her (near her. I would say)—and the dream is of penetration and represents her
entry into the adult world. Shakespeare’s using the word ‘serpent’ (where
Golding has ‘snake’) gives the moment also a biblical connotation. The play also
draws on Nashe’s Have With You to Saffron-Walden, according to J.J.M. Tobin,
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‘Have with You to Athens’” Wood’ (N&Q 50[2003] 32-5). Tobin finds a
collection of words and phrases the texts share, including ‘the short and long {of
it]’, jokes about bare French crowns, and some others that might just be
commonplaces. Saffron-Walden was dedicated to the Master Barber of Trinity
College, and is full of barber references that link it with A Midsummer Night's
Dream, such as Bottom's hairy face, Flute's beard, and the barber’s pole that
Nashe calls a ‘painted may-pole’, just as Hermia calls Helena. Nashe has a scene
in which musk, sugar and honey are personified and addressed much as Bottom
addresses the fairies Cobweb, Peaseblossom, and Mustardseed. Tobin discounts,
without giving reason, the possibility that Nashe echoes Shakespeare, and
observes that the dependence puts A Midsummer Night’s Dream no earlier than
1596. The late 1.A. Shapiro, in ‘Wedding- or Weeding-Knives? (N&Q 50{2003]
35), notes that the word ‘wedding-knives’ in Edward 1l does not mean anything
and must be a misprint for ‘weeding-knives'. In a second note on the same play,
‘The Text of The Raigne of Edward III' (N&Q 50[2003] 35-6), Shapiro observes
that the countess inappropriately addresses the king using ‘thee’, ‘thou’, ‘thyself’,
and ‘thy’ even before she decides to repulse him, so the dramatist apparently did
not know court protocol. Also, the king and countess speak in rhyming couplets,
which is an early dramatic device that later writers dropped, so probably this part
of the play was written by Shakespeare more or less as soon as he arrived in
London. which would also explain some similarity in ideas and images in this
play and others by Shakespeare. J.C. Ross. ‘Stephen Gosson and The Merchant of
Venice Revisited” (N&Q 50[2003] 36-7), hears in Shylock’s ‘stop my house’s
cars’ (The Merchant of Venice 11.v.34) an echo of Stephen Gosson’s The School of
Abuse in the context of not being seduced by sounds (‘stoppe your ears’) and finds
a couple of other (fairly common, it must be said) phrases that Shakespeare and
Gosson share.

Steve Sohmer, in *Shakespeare’s Posthumous Apology to Lord Cobham:
Henry V (ILiii.8-14)" (N&Q 50[{2003] 39-42). points out that ‘Oldcastle died
martyr, and this is not the man’ (epilogue to 2 Henry IV) is not really an apology
to anyone, and hence not to William Brooke, seventh Lord Cobham, as is usually
claimed. But the death of Falstaff between midnight and 1 a.m. as the tide turned
(Henry V 1Liii.9-16) fits William Brooke’s death on 5—-6 March 1597, and the
Book of Common Prayer reading for 5 March was Psalm 23 (‘rest in grene
pasture’) hence “’a babbled of green fields'. Falstaff's death is Protestant (no
priest, no sacrament, yet he goes to heaven), which suits Brooke, and hence
Shakespeare’s death of Falstaff is a eulogy to William Brooke. Sohmer points out
a few other uses of material from Psalms in Shakespeare. on just the right days as
given by the calendar. Steve Roth, ‘Hamlet, 11.1i.332: “Their inhibition comes by
the means of the late innovation™ (N&Q 50[2003] 43-6), thinks that the ‘late
inpovation’ that Rosencrantz refers to (Hamlet 11.ii.334) means Fortinbras's
uprising thalt makes the whole of Denmark so edgy. Edginess (specifically, fear of
civil unrest) Roth illustrates from across the play. Claudius seems glad to see the
players, so presumably it was Polonius (who is not) who banned them. Where Q2
and F have (more or less) ‘POLONIUS Seneca cannot be too heavy. nor Plautus
too light. For the law of writ and the liberty, these are the only men’ (11.1i.401-3),
Q1 has "For the law hath writ those are the onely men’. The latter sounds like
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a statement about "allowed’ players and hence the memorial reconstructor of Q1
associates Polonius with what players are allowed do, which suits him being the
official who banned them.

Tobin pops up again, in ‘How Drunk Was Barnadine?” (N&Q 50[2003) 46-7).
to argue that Measure for Measure is indebted to Nashe's Strange News, not least
in its reference to ‘Barnadines’, which R.B. McKerrow glossed as referring to
Bamard's Law, a means of cheating at cards by working with a confederate who
feigns drunkenness. Thus Barnardine in the play is probably faking intoxication
to avoid execution. In ‘Nashe and lago" (N&Q 50[2003] 47-50), Tobin finds in
Nashe's Christ’s Tears over Jerusalem the source of a number of words and
phrases in Jago’s part in Orhello. especially ‘nonsuits’ (1.i.5). ‘cashiered’ (1.i.48).
and ‘put money’ (L.iii.339, 341, 351). and there are some parallel themes.
Following Garry Wills's suggestion, Matthew Baynham. ‘The Naked Babe and
Robert Southwell'. N&Q 50[2003] 55-6). thinks that Robert Southwell’s poetry
was the source for the naked babe image in Macherth (1.vii.21-5). but not the
poem ‘The burning babe" but rather "New heaven, new war’ (published in the
same book of 1602). which has cemain verbal parallels with Macbeth. In
Coriolanus the tribunes say that Martius is happy to be commanded by Cominius
in war because if it goes well he will get the credit and if badly Cominius will get
the blame, For this David George, ‘The Tribunes’ Envy: Coriolanus, 1..245-60
(N&Q 50[2003] 56-7), finds a source in John Hayward's 1599 prose Life of
Henry IV. Tt is well known that in the King James Bible, the 46th psalm has
*shake’ as its 46th word from the beginning and “spear” as its 46th word from the
end, and that Shakespeare was aged 46 when the book was completed. R.H.
Robbins, ‘Shakespeare and Psalm 46: An Accumulation of Coincidences’, N&Q
50{2003] 58-60), shows that this is just a coincidence: the agents and texts
involved, surveyed by Robbins, admit no opportunity for deliberate rigging of the
text.

2. Shakespeare in the Theatre

Robert Smallwood's Players of Shakespeare series is still going strong, reaching
its fifth volume and including discussion of fourteen performances, in twelve
productions between' 1999 and 2002. The focus of the discussion is, as usual,
firmly on the RSC (all but one of the productions featured took place in Stratford),
which allows a conspicuously controversial ‘element to Smallwood’s
introduction. Project Fleet—the proposal to demolish the Royal Shakespeare
Theatre and develop Waterside—is roundly attacked. Smallwood writes of the
‘devastating RSC reorganisation of 2000-1, the Thatcheritc version of a
“Cultural Revolution” (p. 3). He goes on to condemn the closure of the
company's studio space, and so it is fitting that the first essay in the volume details
the last production to take place before The Other Place went dark. Philip Voss
describes playing Prospero in James MacDonald's 2000-1 touring production.
There are some refreshingly unsentimental opinions: ‘I don’t believe Prospero
makes that vital self-healing leap of real forgiveness’ (p. 16): ‘I think he
renounces magic to face up to the awfulness of life’ (p. 27). Indeed Voss is
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